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- by our courts, and therefore my answer must be general in nature, 7 ane 


an excess of three years are definitely out. The Jatt 


Fone You have vequestid an opinion from this office 
. whether a school board may contract for the. transportation of 
payment of tuition of pupils for periods in excess of She 7alts 








ene 





ry 


|g do not believe that this ques 
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and based upon the general law, of contracts as it re 
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ot , Both transportation ? 
| wnder certain circumstances by our statutese Reley Co 135, 

7 and Reiley Oe 1253; 836 2 throuch 27, For this reason I be 

that a school board may contract for periods in excess of one youre 

# However, any attempt to bind the district by a.school board for =. fe 

periods of longer than one year is to attempt to contract on the  — 

- eredit of the district. In most instances, there must be an appro= °. 

priation to cover the contract. For this reason, if the board feels 
that contracts for periods in excess of one year are - 
-. adwance authority should be secured from the district 
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For the purposes of guidance by the State Board of | 
Education to the local school boards, it would seem advisable to. 
4ndicate that contracts in excess of one year are not recomionded 
unless prior approval is secured by means of a vote, 


.. my judgment the extreme limits based upon the } 
* school board can see into the future and justify 
conditions will remain the same both as 

tion, the cost, and the manner of ite 
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ee a “In some jurisdictions it has ‘been 
:- ggade only on money appropriated. R.R. School. 
< 326 NLEB. 342, 73 Ind. App. 3583 
37 P. 2d 258, 169 Okl. 410. 

have indicated this same type of restriction. Giles y. School Dist. ; 
“31 NAH. 304, in which the court said that a buflding committee 
- mot incur debts on the credit of the district; and Wheeler vy. School 
District, 66 N.H. 540, in which the court held that the school board: 
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oe not hire a teacher by contract because they could contract only 
-on the "eredit of the pro nd ee eeere ete ne ee 4 
| po | My reason for sueBeting a vote of the istrict for contracts, 
7: . +: 3’ for periods in excess of one year, is based on these cases and the fact 
Pa that a contract for tvo years must necessarily be a contract on the ~-..;; 
lo, 6. ©6“Sereditt of the district itself." While I adnuit that under the circum: 
eee . stances these cases may not be controlling, I do believe they suggest 
oo & gaveat which we shonld not ignores. | : 7 
ae be of ‘cay farther assistance in this ‘matter, please 
| feel. free to call on me at any time : erat teal 
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